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Abstract Assessments of natural hazards and risks are beneficial for sustainable planning
and natural hazard risk management. On a regional scale, quantitative hazard and risk
assessments are data intensive and methods developed are difficult to transfer to other
regions and to analyse different periods in a given region. Such transfers could be beneficial
regarding factors of global change influencing the patterns of natural hazard and risk. The
aim of this study was to show the landslide exposure of different elements at risk in one
map, e.g. residential buildings and critical infrastructure, as a solid basis for an in-depth
analysis of vulnerability and consequent risk. This enables to overcome the data intensive
assessments on a regional scale and highlights the potential hotspots for risk analysis. The
study area is located in the alpine foreland in Lower Austria and comprises around 112 km2.
The results show the different levels of exposure, as well as how many layers of elements at
risk are affected. Several exposure hotspots can be delineated throughout the study area.
This allows a decision on in-depth analysis of hotspots not only by indicated locations but
also by a rank resulting from the different layers of incorporated elements at risk.
Keywords Exposure maps  Vulnerability assessment  Elements at risk  Landslide
susceptibility  Waidhofen/Ybbs Austria
1 Introduction
The impact of landslides on both assets and human lives is clearly evident in different
regions of the world (e.g. Guzzetti 2000; Listo and Carvalho Vieira 2012; Lee and Chi





1 Department for Geography and Regional Research, University of Vienna, Universita¨tsstrasse 1,
1010 Vienna, Austria
123
Nat Hazards (2016) 82:S111–S127
DOI 10.1007/s11069-016-2311-3
direct and indirect costs for the various parties concerned (Dai et al. 2002; Schuster and
Highland 2001; Zeˆzere et al. 2008). Therefore, the complex issue of landslide risk is an
emerging challenge in different parts of the world (Anderson and Holcombe 2013;
Corominas et al. 2013; Dai et al. 2002; Glade et al. 2005; Glade 2003a, b; Guzzetti 2000;
Martha et al. 2013; Winter and Bromhead 2012). However, besides the analysis of land-
slide processes, it is important to focus on potential consequences and the respective spatial
and temporal changes therein. Therefore, elements at risk and the respective vulnerability
need to be taken into account. According to Chambers (2006), vulnerability consists of an
external part determining the risks, shocks and stress to which an individual or household is
subject to. The internal part relates to the defencelessness which signifies a lack of means
to cope without damaging loss (Chambers 2006). This dual structure of vulnerability
implies an internal side which can be referred to as the characteristics of an element at risk
which also implies coping capacity and an external side which can be translated to natural
hazard exposure (see also Fuchs 2009). Therefore, an element at risk, such as a linear
structure (e.g. road, electricity line), a local structure (e.g. a bridge, a house) or a spatial
structure (e.g. an agricultural field, a forest) can be exposed to a natural hazard due to their
spatial location (Fra Paleo 2008) independent of the respective internal vulnerability which
is determined by the specific characteristics of the considered object.
Taking a step forward, aspects of global change such as a changed population distri-
bution and land cover conversion influence the spatial and temporal pattern of landslide
risk (Gassner et al. 2013). Therefore, the occurrence of natural processes such as landslides
is dependent on not only the precipitation changes related to climate change, but also
changes in the preparatory factors, e.g. land cover (Glade 2003a; Jemec and Komac 2011;
Papathoma-Ko¨hle and Glade 2012). Further changes in land cover influence the spatial
distribution of elements at risk. However, not only the location of elements at risk is
affected by changes, but also the internal vulnerability due to changing characteristics of
the element at risk.
In this chapter, the term ‘‘landslide exposure’’ refers to the exposure of elements at risk
towards landslides. Changes in this external spatial component of vulnerability are largely
influencing the spatiotemporal pattern of landslide risk. Regarding the anticipated changes
mentioned above, the aim of this study focuses on this external side of vulnerability. This
represents a first step towards a comprehensive vulnerability analysis as a central part of
risk assessment. The results of this study subsequently serve as a solid basis for a detailed
vulnerability and hazard analysis in the delineated exposure hotspots and can further be
integrated in a comprehensive risk assessment strategy. Further, it should serve as a
decision tool on how to rank the different exposure hotspots and apply certain levels of
action.
2 Challenges in regional vulnerability assessments
The costs related to the occurrence of natural hazards can be generally divided into direct
and indirect costs, e.g. physical damage to assets (direct) or traffic disruption (indirect)
(Bubeck and Kreibich 2011). These different costs affect various stakeholders, e.g. local
community leaders, emergency service personnel, related departments/ministries, profes-
sional associations, academic institutions (WEF 2011). Referring to risk mitigation and
prevention of the aforementioned costs of natural hazards, one important category is spatial
planning/land use management (Frazier et al. 2013; Pfurtscheller et al. 2011; WEF 2011).
Spatial planning is an effective tool for future mitigation (Pomaroli et al. 2011) and is
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commonly conducted on a regional scale that also serves balancing political and financial
support (Sukarna et al. 2012). Subsequently, stakeholders and decision makers need
detailed data on potential risks and herein damage potential for respective cost/benefit
judgements and the related mitigation planning on a regional scale. Therefore, the overall
aim of a quantitative risk assessment is to provide the degree of loss or costs per unit area,
both direct and indirect, respectively (Hufschmidt et al. 2005; Sterlacchini et al. 2007;
Varnes 1984). A quantitative risk assessment on this detailed level incorporates many
different datasets on elements at risk, e.g. data on building type, number of inhabitants or
details on critical infrastructure (Corominas et al. 2013; van Westen et al. 2008). The
results of these assessments need to be provided on a highly precise level also related to
vulnerability (Hufschmidt and Glade 2010). Therefore, it is important to serve the need for
a regional assessment as a first step towards the identification of locations where in-depth
analysis is required; Kappes et al. (2012) refer to such a procedure as top-down approach.
The subsequent results of the detailed analysis then indicate the potential loss and these
may be traded off against protection costs, a classical procedure within cost/benefit
analysis (FEMA 1997; Fuchs 2013). This is also referred to in various studies dealing with
exposure to different hazards, e.g. Løvholt et al. (2012) on tsunami exposure, Kappes et al.
(2012) on multihazards or Pellicani et al. (2013) on landslides.
In this chapter, landslide risk is understood as a function of physical vulnerability of
different sets of elements at risk, their potential damage and a frequency and magnitude
relation of landslide processes, thus the landslide hazard (Varnes 1984). Therefore, it is an
interaction of vulnerability including the exposure and hazard (Birkmann et al. 2013; Fuchs
et al. 2013a; Keiler et al. 2006; Bell and Glade 2004; Lee and Jones 2004, to name a few
studies only).
Related to the aforementioned need for quantitative assessments, the applied definition
for physical vulnerability is associated with ‘‘the degree of loss to a given element, or set of
elements, within the area affected by a hazard and it is expressed on a scale of 0 (no loss) to
1 (total loss)’’ (Fuchs et al. 2013b; Glade et al. 2005; Papathoma-Ko¨hle et al. 2012;
Pitilakis et al. 2011; Totschnig et al. 2011; Varnes 1984; UNDRO 1984). Focusing on
physical vulnerability assessments, several studies show how intense these data require-
ments are (e.g. Birkmann et al. 2013; Papathoma-Ko¨hle et al. 2011; van Westen et al.
2008). As an example of physical vulnerability assessment, engineers focus in particular on
the individual behaviours of structures such as buildings, bridges, roads towards the impact
of a natural process (Papathoma-Ko¨hle et al. 2011; Pitilakis et al. 2011). This leads to the
demand of specific process-related data such as pressure, velocity, depth and of detailed
data on the construction type of the building and its characteristics.
Related to spatiotemporal changes exposure is changing on a different time scale than
internal vulnerability. The change in exposure is mostly related to new development areas
or increased susceptibility to a natural hazard in a location of existing elements at risk. In
contrast, internal vulnerability varies with changes in, e.g. standards of living (Fra Paleo
2008) which is based on individual, local basis and therefore can change more quickly. The
assessment of the landslide exposure can serve as a first indicator where detailed analysis
on internal vulnerability and hazard aspects is needed. These can also be referred to as
landslide exposure hotspots.
The method applied in this study is trying to account for the spatial changes since the
spatial and temporal dimensions are very important within any integrated disaster risk
management (Aubrecht et al. 2013). Therefore, the suggested and applied method is not
trying to reflect the perfect local site conditions; it rather serves as a flexible concept in
which a minimum number of two datasets can be extended to an infinite number of
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available datasets. In this study, multiple layers of elements at risk are assessed and
analysed in order to define the aforementioned exposure hotspots. The focus is clearly on
the built environment and their physical vulnerability (Papathoma-Ko¨hle et al. 2011).
However, the method also allows a connection to the affected population via the building
use.
The main objective of this study is to apply a method for a regional multilayer-exposure
assessment of elements at risk that can be transferred in space (to other regions), and with
exchange of input data also a transfer in time is conceivable. The results will show how
many types of building assets and streets are potentially affected by landslides in a specific
location on the regional scale and indicate where additional in-depth analysis is necessary.
In the following paragraphs, the applied method is explained in detail, and the study area is
introduced. Then the analysis of the obtained results is presented, and a discussion con-
cludes this chapter.
3 Data preparation and methods
The analysis is based on the exposure concept presented above and is technically imple-
mented by the overlay of a set of elements at risk and a landslide susceptibility map (Glade
et al. 2012; Kappes et al. 2012; Pellicani et al. 2013). As delineated above, a susceptibility
map for this analysis is adequate because it is conducted on a regional scale and provides
general information on the spatial probability of landslide occurrence. In this chapter, we
decided to delineate the different datasets before explaining the method applied because
the knowledge on the various datasets facilitates the comprehensibility of the method
section.
3.1 Data
Three sets of elements at risk are integrated in the exposure analysis: (1) selected critical
infrastructure, (2) roads and streets and (3) residential buildings and schools. These sets
refer to buildings of critical infrastructure, e.g. fire brigades, transformers, etc. (1) to
infrastructure related to e.g. road blockages (2) and to buildings where the presence of
people is highly likely (3). This approach is similar to the concept of Papathoma-Ko¨hle
et al. (2007), wherein the building type determines respective types of vulnerability
assessed. For example, ‘‘human’’ vulnerability is calculated by multiplying residents with
the vulnerability of the building.
For the generation of the vector datasets, the basic data (e.g. street network; digital
cadastral map) were provided by the Provincial Government of Lower Austria. The road
and street network and the buildings were extracted from the provided datasets and
complemented by orthophotograph mapping and field work. In Table 1, all established
datasets used for this analysis are listed and briefly characterized.
These process-related data can be related to either a landslide hazard or a susceptibility
map. Herein, the susceptibility map presents the potential location of landslides based on
various terrain factors. The hazard map includes information about temporal probability
and intensity based on a frequency/magnitude relationship (e.g. Glade et al. 2005; Guzzetti
et al. 1999; Lee et al. 2004). The intensity represents the localized impact of the landslide
event and the characteristic of the landslide mass that can be locally variable (Corominas
and Mavrouli 2011). This additional information leads to the possibility of the application
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of, e.g. vulnerability functions where detailed information on the process intensity is
needed. However, for regional assessments landslide susceptibility maps are an adequate
tool to approximate potentially endangered areas.
3.2 Methodological approach
In the following, the preparation of layers of elements at risk and the subsequent analysis is
explained in detail. Details on the calculation of the applied landslide susceptibility map
are provided in Gassner et al. (2014) and Promper et al. (2015). As the presented analysis
requires detailed information on the elements at risk, it was necessary to design and
implement a building database.
The building database is based on a vector data layer where all buildings in the study
area are defined as polygons. Given the ID of each polygon, this database was comple-
mented during field work by the type of building (27 categories), the number of storeys
(max. 5 stories) and a visual inspection of the condition of the buildings (classified in three
conditions). If necessary, an additional description on any particular features was recorded.
In the data analysis, all 27 codes assigned to buildings were regrouped to eight categories
(see Table 2). This simplification was required because the analysis of 27 categories would
not give a clear overview on the composition of the different building types. However, the
additional codes serve to extract the dataset on critical infrastructure from the building
database for the exposure analysis.
The example in italics indicates a building which is a residential building with two
storeys in an overall good condition. For assigning the condition of the building criteria
such as intact roof, fac¸ade and windows were adduced. The description of the example
(highlighted as italics in Table 2) indicates that the building is renovated at the moment;
therefore, the condition ‘‘good’’ was already assigned. Regarding the type of buildings
‘‘Residential and Business’’, all buildings with business and one or two floors of residence
are included. The category ‘‘Adjacent Buildings’’ comprises more or less garages or sheds
related to residential buildings. Additionally, also stables and sheds as Adjacent Buildings
to farms are included in the group ‘‘Adjacent Buildings’’ (farms). The category ‘‘Other’’
refers to buildings that did not match any other category. The total number of these specific
buildings, e.g. buildings related to critical infrastructure like the fire department, is very
low. These building functions are then indicated in the description field of the respective
building (Table 2).
For the preparation of the multiple layers of elements at risk, the first step was to extract
the different types of elements at risk, e.g. buildings of critical infrastructure, and to
Table 1 Established datasets used in this analysis (including examples, refer to text)
Dataset ID Description Type
Build_code Buildings Vector (polygon)
Stre_code Roads and streets Vector (line)
EaR_1 Residential and school buildings extracted from build_code Raster (20 m)
EaR_2 Buildings representing critical infrastructure extracted from build_code Raster (20 m)
EaR_3 Street rasterized from stre_code Raster (20 m)
Sc_Ls Landslide susceptibility map (Source: Gassner 2013) Raster (20 m)
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enlarge them by a buffer of 50 m. This buffer represents the average length of landslides in
the study area and is applied to account for the whole area of a landslide. Therefore, it
represents a minimum distance from the landslide scarps to the potential impact on an
element at risk. This buffer distance is calculated by the square root of the average area of
all landslides occurred in Waidhofen/Ybbs and recorded within the building ground reg-
ister (BGR—provided by the Provincial Government of Lower Austria). It serves as
approximation of the range of a landslide potentially impacting various elements at risk. In
a second step, these layers of the different types of elements at risk including the buffer
area were prepared as binary raster files with 0 (element at risk not present) and 1 (element
at risk including buffer present) for each type of element at risk.
This leads to the raster set EaR_1 (see Table 1) which indicates all schools and resi-
dential buildings. For the second dataset EaR_2, all buildings related to critical infras-
tructure were extracted of the category ‘‘Other’’ and rasterized. The third layer EaR_3
represents the roads and streets. The results are three binary files containing pixels with 1
for either the respective building or street including the 50 m buffer and 0 for the rest of the
data layer (see also Fig. 1).
The susceptibility map was calculated by statistical logistic regression modelling
(Atkinson and Massari 1998; Bell 2007; Van Den Eeckhaut et al. 2006) with a random
sample (n = 606) having slides and non-slides equally distributed (Gassner et al. 2014).
The statistical modelling of input parameters was conducted in R using stepwise backward
variable selection, based on Akaike’s information criterion (Akaike 1974). For the vali-
dation, the area under the ROC is used as a criterion [refer to Gassner et al. (2014) and
Promper et al. (2015) for details]. For visualization and comparability, classification is
conducted by equal interval to obtain four classes.
The principle aim is to overlay the layers of elements at risk with the landslide sus-
ceptibility in order to define where and how many layers of elements at risk are affected by,
e.g. high landslide susceptibility. For traceability of the four overlayed datasets, it is
important to define a code consisting of four digits. This is achieved by multiplying the first
layer (susceptibility) by 1000, the second (EaR_1) by 100, the third (EaR_2) by 10 and the
fourth (EaR_3) by 1 with a raster calculator in a GIS environment (see Fig. 1). The four
values are summed for a final code consisting of four digits.
The final four-digit code represents the result of the multilayer-exposure map. Conse-
quently, each pixel is assigned this code expressing the value for landslide susceptibility
Table 2 Building categories
Categories Type Storeys Condition Description
1 Residential building 1 Bad Optional
2 Adjacent Buildings (residential) 2 Moderate Optional
3 Farm 3 Good In renovation
4 Adjacent Buildings (farm) 4 Optional




Eight regrouped categories a building can be assigned (please refer to text below for the example in italics)
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and the respective elements at risk (Fig. 1). The possible combinations of the generated
codes are listed in Table 3.
It needs to be emphasized that the codes do not represent numbers, but an order of digits
describing the exposure of the relevant elements at risk, e.g. 4011, means that the layers
EaR_2 and EaR_3 are cumulated in this specific location and are highly exposed because
of the landslide susceptibility class 4. Further, it can be delineated that a building related to
critical infrastructure as well as a street is located in this specific spot which is highly
susceptible to landslides.
The illustration of these 32 possible combinations (Table 3) in one map would not give
a distinct overview on the regional scale and it would not be possible to delineate clearly
the landslide exposure hotspots. Therefore, only the three layers of the elements at risk are
cumulated in a first step using the same procedure as described above. This allows the
calculation of a single map on how many layers of elements at risk are present in one
Fig. 1 Procedure of intersecting the process and elements at risk datasets


















1 1000 1001 1010 1100 1011 1110 1101 1111
2 2000 2001 2010 2100 2011 2110 2101 2111
3 3000 3001 3010 3100 3011 3110 1301 3111
4 4000 4001 4010 4100 4011 4110 4101 4111
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location (Fig. 2a). Thereafter this aggregated layer is multiplied with the susceptibility map
(Fig. 2b). This leads to a reduction from 32 to 12 classes (see legend Fig. 2c) which is
acceptable as a first approximation. However, in the database the codes are still available,
and it is easy to detect which layers of elements at risk are affected in the area of interest.
Furthermore, it is also possible to search specific codes, for example, that show all pixels in
high susceptibility level where EaR_1 and EaR_2 are affected (code = 4110). Therefore,
the resulting map enables a fast approximation to identify exposure hotspots including the
possibility of accessing quickly details on locations of interest.
3.3 Study area
The district Waidhofen/Ybbs is located in the alpine foreland in Lower Austria (Fig. 3).
The region comprises approximately 112 km2 and covers the lithological units of Flysch in
the northern part and calcareous rocks in the southern part (Wessely 2006). The dominating
land cover classes are grassland in the northern part of the study area and forest in the
southern part. There is a high activity of landslides throughout the study area with many
different types including slides, flows and complex landslides (Petschko et al. 2010). These
occur on natural slopes and artificial slope cuts. The impact of landslides in this area often
causes damages on roads and on buildings (Fig. 4a, b; Pomaroli et al. 2011).
Approximately 11,500 people are living in the study area giving a population density of
about 90 inhabitants per km2. The distribution of the building area is twofold. Firstly,
buildings are concentrated along the flat valleys, and secondly, scattered hamlets and farm
houses can be found throughout the hilly region. Typical buildings are shown in Fig. 4c, d.
Partially these scattered farm houses are difficult to reach by unpaved streets. The city
Waidhofen/Ybbs serves as a regional centre where basic infrastructure such as schools and
emergency services is provided (Pomaroli et al. 2011).
4 Results
4.1 Building database
The building database comprises in total more than 4400 buildings. More than 80 % of the
buildings in the study area have 1–2 storeys, and approximately 90 % are in good con-
dition. In Fig. 5, all building types are grouped in eight categories showing the percentage
on the total number of buildings. It clearly indicates the high number of 2150 residential
Fig. 2 Schematic presentation of the method displayed in maps including a the number of layers of
elements at risk, b the landslide susceptibility map and c the final combined map
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Fig. 3 Location of study area ‘‘Waidhofen/Ybbs’’ in Austria
Fig. 4 Landslides affecting a street and a building in Waidhofen/Ybbs (a, b), typical farm house and a
typical single family house (c, d) (pictures taken by: a Canli 2013, b, d Gokesch 2014, c Langmann/Zwirner
2011)
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buildings followed by the ‘‘Adjacent Buildings’’. About 754 Adjacent Buildings such as
sheds and stables can be found at the 225 farms. Thus, each farm has one or more Adjacent
Building. Overall, the total number of residential buildings including farms and the
combination of residential and business covers more than 50 % of all buildings.
The general distribution of the buildings in the study area is displayed in Fig. 6. The
spatial analysis shows that especially buildings related to critical infrastructure are con-
centrated in the centre of the study area, in particular near Waidhofen/Ybbs. This relates to
the high number of inhabitants and the respective requirements on the critical infrastruc-
tures e.g. water, energy or emergency units. Furthermore, the concentration of the resi-
dential buildings in the valley bottoms, the scattered settlements and the farmhouses on the
hilltops are obvious. Topographical factors in combination with centralized access to
infrastructure and services can be factors influencing this distribution.
4.2 Multilayer-exposure map
The colours of the spatial analysis of the multilayer-exposure map (Fig. 7) indicate that
areas with high and medium landslide susceptibility are located in the Northern part,
whereas areas with lower susceptibility can be found in the south of the study area.
However, in the south-western region are also spots of high susceptible areas. The mapping
of the landslides in the study of Petschko et al. (2010), based on ALS, indicates fewer but
larger landslides in the southern part of the study area, probably following the lithology.
Combining this landslide susceptibility map with the different layers of elements at risk
the hotspots of exposure of respective elements at risk towards a given landslide suscep-
tibility can be directly delineated. In particular alongside the valleys in the west of the city,
the respective exposure hotspots are located, whereas in the east of the city of Waidhofen/
Ybbs, locations with multiple layers of elements at risk are only affected by low or medium
landslide susceptibility. Additionally, certain locations in the southern area show suscep-
tible regions coinciding with various layers of elements at risk; therefore, further hotspots
of exposure can be allocated.
Regarding the northern part of the study area, several locations of multiple layers of
elements at risk can be found, especially in medium and high susceptible landslide areas.
The city of Waidhofen/Ybbs itself provides a lot of different elements at risk; however, all
are located in flat areas and, therefore, only in the lowest landslide susceptibility class. The
results clearly indicate that also in sparsely populated areas multiple layers may be exposed
to different landslide susceptibilities and thus need attention by the respective stakeholder.
In Fig. 7, a section of the study area is presented. This section has been selected because
it demonstrates the various classes of the multilayer-exposure map eloquently. The
Fig. 5 Percentage of different buildings types on total number of buildings in study area
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figure identifies that although located in a region where landslide susceptibility is generally
rather low, there are hotspots where many layers of elements at risk can be found in areas
of high landslide susceptibility. A detailed view on the section indicates large areas where
only one layer is located in the high landslide susceptibility class. However, upslope next
to the road there are locations where e.g. besides street area also building area or a layer of
critical infrastructure is superimposed by high susceptibility.
5 Discussion and conclusion
5.1 Building database
The results from the analysis of the building database enable a good overview on the
general compound of the different building types and the overall condition of the buildings
Fig. 6 Distribution of the different elements at risk layers in Waidhofen/Ybbs (DEM provided by the
provincial government of Lower Austria Note: there is no aerial photograph of the top right corner;
therefore, this had to be excluded in the further analysis)
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in the study area. This enables to detecting immediately where people e.g. residents in
houses or children at schools can be potentially affected by a landslide impact. This is also
possible for buildings related to critical infrastructure (e.g. power transformer), which is
important not only regarding responses after an impact but also with respect to disaster risk
management planning. In the meantime, one has to bear in mind the associated uncertainty
based on the visual allocation of the building type. Not necessarily, all buildings are the
visually allocated building type. Nevertheless, specific buildings of a certain type appear
similar or have clear indication on the respective usage, and therefore, it is assumed that
the respective epistemic uncertainty is very low. Additionally, all buildings in one class are
treated equally in this study e.g. a building related to an emergency service is classified
equally to a transformer.
5.2 Multilayer-exposure map
The results enable to distinguish landslide exposure hotspots of buildings and streets,
respectively. Especially the highly exposed areas can be delineated by visual interpretation
on a regional scale. Thus, the applied method meets the basic requirements for assessing
landslide exposure hotspots and shows distinctively where further investigation on vul-
nerability and risk is needed. However, looking at the map depicting the whole study area,
the overview appears cluttered and in some locations multiple exposure hotspots may be
Fig. 7 Multilayer-exposure map of Waidhofen/Ybbs (including the layers, critical infrastructure (build-
ings), roads and streets and residential buildings and schools) and a detailed section
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overseen. Further, it is difficult to distinguish between the medium levels of exposure. This
relates to the fine pixel size that was selected for this study. This can be encountered by e.g.
upscaling the map. This would give a better overview and enable an even faster assessment
of where more detailed analysis is necessary. On the other hand upscaling could imply
missing smaller hotspots.
Using the multilayer-exposure map as an interactive map provides an additional feature
which makes it possible delineating which types of elements at risk are affected in a certain
location in a short time by analysing the underlying code of the multilayer exposure.
Another feature could also be e.g. selecting all areas where critical infrastructure and
residential buildings as well as schools are affected. Using this additional information, it is
also possible to make a ranking of measures by assessing efficiently which elements at risk
are affected in the aforementioned hotspots. These results can serve as a basis to delineate
where which vulnerability assessments need to be carried out for the respective types of
elements at risk. An example would be to define hotspots and immediately derive that a
vulnerability assessment is not only needed for buildings but also for population.
As for the spatial transferability, this method does not require a large amount of data;
however, a spatial distribution of landslide susceptibility is required. Regarding the ele-
ments at risk, a primary dataset of buildings or streets can be mapped by aerial photograph
interpretation or field work. Moreover, the temporal transferability can be conducted by
incorporating updated datasets referring to elements at risk or also the landslide process.
5.3 Uncertainties
When applying the results of this study, one has to be aware of the associated uncertainties.
This results from input data, as well as from the modelling procedures. Firstly the sus-
ceptibility map, based on logistic regression, contains uncertainties. Further, the applied
buffer of 50 m surrounding the elements at risk is based on an average assumption related
to occurred and reported landslides. However, the real and future landslide areas may vary
significantly. Further this is afflicted with the assumption that the damage to an element at
risk is the same throughout the landslide. This is in contrast to other findings, e.g. by Fell
et al. (2008) who reported higher damage on the boundaries or scarps when analysing large
landslides. However, this assumption had to be taken due to missing alternatives, but
significant improvements are indeed possible. The underestimation of this buffer distance
or also an overestimation due to the modelled susceptibility data can influence the results
of this study in either way. Referring to the elements at risk, the conversion of polygonal
data into raster data adds additional uncertainty. This increases the inaccuracy of the
location of the elements at risk; however, for the regional assessment this uncertainty is
acceptable because the datasets are not analysed on precise divisions, e.g. on the plot level.
Despite the knowledge of these uncertainties, it was not possible to address these in the
current analysis, but nevertheless, these need to be stated clearly.
5.4 Advantages and disadvantages
The overall aim of the study of applying a simple method enabling an easy transferability
in space and time of the exposure assessment can be regarded as accomplished. The results
show the landslide exposure hotspots of the different sets of elements at risk. This overlay
of several elements at risk, in a further step, enables the potential user to assess which
elements are specifically affected in a particular location. Especially regarding spatial
planning, the transferability into the future of this method is important because social and
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economic losses due to landslide processes can be reduced by effective planning (Greiving
and Angingnard 2014; Pomaroli et al. 2011) and management (Dai et al. 2002; Fra Paelo
2008). Another option for further analysis is to add other data such as population distri-
bution that improves the usability of the method in landslide risk management, but also
disaster risk management.
The advantages of this method include the possibility of adding changed datasets
quickly; thus, a new output with updated datasets can be generated with an adequate
amount of resources. For example, if new land cover scenarios are available, this method
can be used to analyse future scenarios such as analysing the exposure of future building
areas. Another asset is the possibility of rating the different exposure hotspots according to
either the relevant layer or the number of layers of elements at risk affected. For instance, a
hotspot where all three layers of elements at risk are affected by high landslide suscepti-
bility can be analysed in depth before the analysis of two layers located in an area of
medium susceptibility. Providing this map on an interactive basis enables further to dis-
tinguish quickly how many types of elements at risk are affected in a certain location or
vice versa where e.g. a particular number of elements at risk is affected. This is advan-
tageous when taking different types of vulnerability into account. Although the target of
this study is physical vulnerability, it is possible to connect it to social vulnerability
(similar to Papathoma-Ko¨hle et al. 2007) by extracting a layer of buildings of, e.g. hos-
pitals, primary schools, etc., from the database as a first indication where high vulnerable
population groups are exposed. Referring herein to economic vulnerability, it is also
possible to extract buildings related to business and therein analyse where potential
business interruption can be expected in case of a landslide event. In a second step, the
related internal vulnerability of these assets needs to be analysed.
The disadvantages of this method are clearly that, despite of the detailed results that are
provided on a regional scale, these cannot be illustrated efficiently on the respective level.
Therefore, a ranking of hotspots is not possible on visual interpretation but only by con-
sulting an interactive map. Further, the assumption that all buildings in one group are of the
same importance when, for example, talking about critical infrastructure is problematic.
Concluding this method provides a sound and efficient method to illustrate how many
layers of elements at risk are affected by a potential landslide impact in a certain location.
Depending on the selected elements at risk (in this study case the building type), this can be
the basis for the assessment of different vulnerability types and in a further step landslide
risk assessment. The method enables to consider spatial changes over time of the landslide
exposure and, however, does not consider internal vulnerability factors like coping
capacity.
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